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Chapter 1 
·THE PROBLEM 
Introduction 
There is an almost negligible amount of research pertaining 
to high school· girls concerning relationships betweert the 
i'ollowing·va.riabless physical fitness. personal-social adjust-
~ent, and attitude toward physical education. It should be of 
value to physical educators to know wh~ther or not there are 
significant relationships i~ this area and, further, whether or 
not they are affected by socioeconomic level (Young, 1970, P• 593). 
Although Young has suggested the possibility of a. correla.ticm 
between personality and the athlete, it waa recommended that additional 
studies be made, specifically dealing with the personality of the 
female.athlete·related to socioeconomic levels •. 
Peterson (1967) also showed relationships between personality 
and sport as specific sports were selected or rejected by indi·~dual ath-
. . 
letes because of personality traits already possessed by the individual. 
Williams (1968) administered the Cattell 16 Personality 
Factor Questionnaire and.the Edwards Personal Preference 
. . . 
Study to thirty national level female fencers. The competitive 
fencer was generally described as a very much reserved, self-
suf'ficient, a.utonomo\\s individual liith a below average desire for 
affiliation.. She had a strong need to be the very best and was a 
creativ·e, experimentil'l.g and imaginative :person. She also tended to 
be assertive and aggressiv~. The top level competitor was 
significantly more do111inating than the low level competitor in each 
{~'· ~.~1'\ 
category. 
B1~ (1966) determined tnat Canadian ~omen intercollegiate 
_ ice hockey players were bright, independent, creative, and selr-
abasing. Although they were unattached to other people, they were 
humble and willing to accept blame. They were low in inter-personal 
needs of af:Ul1at1on, succorance, and social approval. They were 
neither domineering nor extraverts as compared to &_standardized 
norm. 
Kelly ( · 1970) examined· the question of the female. _ 
personality related. to socioeconomic and athletic achievement 
by administering a personality test to view the female high 
school athletes and non-participants. She observed that high school 
athletes measured significant.J.y higher than non-participants o.n poise, 
ascenaa.ncy, self-assurance,· speci:f1ca.lly on tra.i ts ot' sociability 
ane1 se.lt'-a.ccepta.nce, d.omina.nce, sense oi' well-bei.ng, and socia.liza-
tion. Non-participants scored significantly higher on·intelJ.ectual 
interests and fem1nin1 ty traits as compared to the high school f'emale 
- athJ.ete. 
As the above studies indicated., an increased emphasis on valid. 
studies are needed to provide physical educators and coaches with 
a more definite, distinct, an« conclusive in~e of female person-
a.lities in the aifferent sports and on different levels of' competition. 
. The general problem was to determine personality differences 
among a hierarchy of high school female athletes in various socio-
econontie groups. The specific probJ.ems werer 
l, To cl.etel."Dtine if there were any significant persona.li ty 
(> 
'(:.~~-/) 
trait differences among three socioeconomic groupings of' superior 
2. To determine i:f' there were any significant :persons..ii ty trait 
differences among three socioeconomic groupings of' average, 
athJ.etes. 
J• To dete~lne if there we1~ any significant personaiity trait 
d.ift·erences among ttu:ee SOCioeco~omic groupings 'Of nonathletes,•, 
, 4. To de·t:.emine if there were any significant pe:r,sonali ty tra.i t 
differences among superior, average, and nona.thletes. 
!e~ppd-Hypotbe.sis 
The basic assumption in utilizing the experimental research 
hypothesis wa~ that the study was manipulated.so that one or more 
dependent variables (in this. case, socioeconomic and athletic . 
grouping) were controlled. 
To categorize the students into socioeconomic and athletic 
groupiugs, questionn~res were given to the students, the teachers, 
and a final analysis Qy the Dean of Women was made at each school. 
The next step was to analyze the !~dependent variable, the various 
personalities. 
-~·. On the basis of the review of. literature, the experimental 
hypotheses were stated in the null fo:rnu 
1. There. . Mere no significant l'ersonali ty trait differences among 
three socioeconomic groupings of superior athletes. 
2. There were no significant personality trait differences among 
three socioeconomic groupings o! nonnal athletes. 
). There wexe no significant personal.i ty traH; differences among 
three socioeconomic grot,~pings of nona.thletes. 
t-
4. There were· no significant personal! t.y tra1 t d1:ff'erencea among the 
superior, normal, and. nonathletes. 
:•', 
The results of this study were not to be generalized to a 
large segment of people as they were peculiar to the Stockton area 
or similar cities and/or populations. 
It was assumed that n'W.ll.ereus other va.riablet.l can affect 
personality differences in various socioeconomic groups and athletic 
groups, such as the influence of the school environment, peer'S, and 
home life. 
Subjects for the study were eleventh and twelfth grade 
female students from the Stockton Unified High School District. 
The study attempted to determine the interrelationshlp of 
personality and two factors, socioeconomic and athletic claasifica-
tion. 
The Athletic Motivational Inventory (AMI} was administered 
to deterlliine the location of personality differences in different 
athletic and socioeconomic groupings. 
Defi1nt1on of terms peculiar to this study ueres 
was one who had participated only in physical education classes and 
never had competed on an organized tea.lU with a coach, on any level, 
·" 
1n any sport. 
~~re!b or ~verage ath1et~ 
was one who had participated in intramural and interscholastic 
· actiVity and had achieved a moderate level of. success. As defined 
by Webster's Dictionary (1963), moderate means "avoiding extremes, 
tenltl.ng toward the mean or average in amount of quality." 
was one who had participated on a regional or national level and 
bad achieved a high ca.li ber ot success as measured by the questionnaire 
(appendix, p. 45) given to the student. 
:socioeconomic level 
,was the position that an individual or.family occupied with 
reference to the prevailing average, cultural standards, possessions, 
effective income, material possessions, a.nd participation in group 
actiVi.ty of the community. (Gould, 1946) 
~~~iu 
was "that which permits prediction of individual diffe.rences--freed 
of intraindividual variation--of response in a defined situationo" 
(Cattell, 1964) . 
.uemom.li~mti. 
was a specific aspect of an individual's personality, in conjunction 
with other traits, that determined a.n individual's tota.l personality. 
JWJ;~.fil~ 
was the total array of traits compiled to represent an individual. 
a student t,hat had ach1.eved success i.n a sport to be recog11ized a.t 
a regional or national level. 
AMI termaa 
!;:!ve 
was the desire~o win or be successful; aspired to accomplish 
difficult tasks; set and maintained high goals for himself in 
athlet1csr responded positively to competitionJ desired to attain 
athleti.c excellence. 
~sgress,i veness 
was a trait in which one believed he must be aggressive to winJ 
released aggression easily; enjoyed confrontation and argument; 
sometimes willing to use force to get his way; would not allow others 
to push him around; may work to 'get even' with people whom he 
perceived as having harmed him •. 
dete .. 'l:'mi~ion 
was willingness·to practice long and hal~; worked on skills until 
exhausted; often worked out willingly by himself; persevering,. 
even in the face of great difficulty; patient and unrelenting in his 
work habitsJ did not give up quickly on a problem. 
was a trait in which one accepted responsibility for his actions; 
accepted blante arid cri·ticism even when not deserved; tended ·l:.o dwell 
on his mistakes and to punish himself for them; willing to endure · 
auch physical and mental pain;'would play even when injured. 
was a trait in uhich one enjoyed the role of le~der and would assume 
it spontaneously; believed others see him as a leader; attempted to 
control his environment, and to influence or direct other peopler 
expressed opinions forcefully. 
was a trait in which one has unfaltering confidence in himself and 
his capacity to d0al with things; confident of his powers and 
abilities; handled unexpected situations well; made decisions 
confidently; spoke up for his beliefs to coaches and playe~s. 
was a trait in nhich one tended to be emotionally stable and realistic 
about a.thletics; was not easily upset, would rarely allow his feelings 
to show ~nd his performance was not affected by them; not easily 
depresse.-d or frustrated by bad breaks, calls or mistakes. · 
j 
' 
.L __ _ 
JLental tgygpnes~ 
was a trait in which one accepted strong criticism without feeling 
hurtr did not become easily upset when losing or playing badlyJ could 
· bow1ce back quickly from adversi tyJ could take rough coaching J did 
not need excessive encouragement from-the coach, 
was&. trait in which one respected coaches and the coach1ng~rocess; 
receptive to coaches• advice; considered coaching -important to become 
a good athlete; accepted the leadership of the team captain, 
cooperated with authorities. 
copspien~iousness 
was a trait in which one liked to do things as correctly as possible; 
tended to be exacting in character, dominated by sense of duty; 
did not try to "con" his coach or fellow players; would not attempt 
to bend rules and regulations to suit his own needs; placed the good 
of the team above his personal well-being,' 
mst 
was a trait in which one accepted people.at face value; believed 
what his coach and t-eanuna.tes said and did not look f'or u1 terior 
motives behind their words or actions; free of jealous tendencies; 
tended to get along well with his teammatea. (Ogilvie, 1972) 
Chapter 2 
r.~ms.rJ.a1-lli 
The personality of an individual must be separated for the 
purpose of valid personal! ty measurement into distinct t.ra.l ts. The 
change of behavior in a role-playing situation can be conceptualized 
as a change of personality. ·Cattell (1964) defined personality &s 
that which permits .prediction of individual differences--freed of 
1ntra1nd1vidual variation--of response in a defined situation. 
To define this more clearly, the response to any performance 
was a function of the properties of the personality and the situa-
tion. To measure :pe:rs?nality, it was considered that there wa.s one 
typicel kind of response to a situation, and people were simply 
scored on quantitative differences in the magnitude of their 
response. (Cattell, 1964), · 
&\rsOllf\1! t;z and §ocioeconom1c Sj:.at.Y.§. 
Sewell (19.56) was concerned that other researchers had not 
rigorously designE--d their atudies·so_that their results and 
conclusions warranted the relat:tonshlp between socioeconomic status 
and personality adjustment they revealed, Most of the res6archers 
found a. low but positive relationship between sta. tus and measured 
personality adjustDlent. It was evident that the persona.li ty test 
pe1~ormance of middle-class children was significantly higher than 
8 
~, 
9 
that of lower-class children. Some of the limi tat1ons of other studies · 
were based on comparisons between one of the.lower and one 
of the higher status groups tn a community, or between persons in 
the dominant ethnic group, or perhaps, even between a low status 
group in one community ana. a high sta. tus group in another community. 
,r 
This test was·conducted in a culturally homogeneous social system 
in a Wisconsin community but with a wide range of status levels;. The 
data revealed that the hypothesis of no relationship was rejected. 
The correlation between status and personality adjustment was found 
to be low, but positive and significant. The results of the study 
suggested that the relationship between the status of the child and 
his personality may be even greater in communities in which there is 
less cultural homogeneity and a more complex stratification system. 
Gould (1946) studied the relationship between various 
socioeconomic levels and personality scores, academic scores and 
achievement scores, in a group of one hundred and twenty-six sixth 
grade children. The socioeconomic scale was determined by the 
American Home Questionnaire Scale. The conclusion of tho study was 
that the higher socioeconomic groups had a slightly higher rating 
on personality and personal adjustment than the average or lower 
groups .. 
To understand the effect of socioeconomics on various 
factors, Kahl (1955) conducted a study comparing indexes of 
socioeconomic status. He concluded that there were nineteen factors 
possible to evaluate socioeconomic status. Ir1come was ranked fourth 
out of nineteen factors on the scale of correlation between indexes 
and socioeconomic status. Income was preceded by husbands' 
~· ----
occupations, census occupation and friends' :occupations. There was 
a .74 correlation between income and occupations. Income was the 
10 
. best index of socioeconomic status at the extremes, but caution was 
taken to predict the significance as it approached the group at the 
middle of :the system. Ka.hl concluded from the battery of indexes 
that there were two common factors around which the nineteen indexes 
clustered. The first was compiled of various measures ~f occupation, 
includJ.ng several closely related variables such as education, 
self-identification, and the interviewer's impressionistic rating of 
the subject, The second factor was composed of ecological factors 
plus the status of the parents of the subject and his wife. 
~rsona1ity and Athletics 
.It was a common belief that certain types of athletes have 
some identifying behavioral characteristics, and tha,t there were 
certain personality types that were either attracted to or repelled 
by different sport activities •. 
To illustrate this contention, Husman (1955) investigated the 
effect of aggression on samples of men boxers, wrestlers, cross-
country runners, and nonathletes. He concluded that there were a 
. number of distinguishing characteristics as far as aggressive 
tendencies were concerned6 He continued that cross-country ruru1ers 
tended to express aggression more outwardly than boxers, and boxers 
possessed the least over-all intensity of aggression of the athletes 
studied. 
Booth (1958) used the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 
Inventory in a study on athlet.es and nonathletes, and found significant 
differences in personality to exist between athletes and nonathletes 
and .between participants in individual sports, in team sports, 
and in team-indiVidual sports. For exaDtple, anxiety was scored 
significantly lower in men varsity athletes than freshmen athletes, 
freshmen nonathletes, and upper-class nonathletes. 
Confer (1960) conducted a study using the Rorschach and the . 
. . 
House-Tree-Pierson projective test on twelve assorted contact and 
noncontaet sport athletes of All-A~eriean or national cha.m.pion 
caliber. Both tests showed that the champions possessed several 
distinguishing characteristics, frcm other subjects tested by these 
methods, which included extreme aggressiveness, freedom from great 
emotional inhibition, high and generalized anxiety, high level of 
intellectual aspiration, and feelings of exceptional self-assurance. 
The author cautioned, thought that this sampling should not be 
generalized to all champion athletes. Confer (1960, p • .546) 
contended tha·t 
••• although there is a growing research 11 tera. ture dealing 
with the perso1wlity traits of various types of athletes, 
studies have not been done which justify generalization as to 
specific identifying characteristics of groups. 
11 
Kane (1968) compiled a. report o:f the "Personality and Physical 
Abilities~ of individuals and how these abilities ~elated to their 
personalit.y strt.lcture. Measurements were taken using the Cattell. 
16 PF test and body-type or phenotype assessments. Six groups were 
'established according to sex and level of physical ability; specialist 
physical education students, both men and women, general students, 
men and women, and the total of men and women. Personality and 
physical variables appeared to be similar for physically gifted and 
general man students, but there were major differences betueen 
\. 
,---
12 
pby$1cally gifted women and the general women students. The principal 
differences found were extraversion and anxiety and were related to 
combined physical variables. 
Analyses showed that 
(a) physically gifted men and women students differ in 
personality from the general student population; (b) physically 
gifted men and women students do not differ significantly in 
total personality; and (c) physically gifted men and women 
students do not appear to change their personality over a period 
of three years (Kane, 1968, pp. 140-141). 
Inte~elationship of Socioeconomic Status, Athletic ~biliti 1 and 
· ' ;ferso~}.i ty 
Ponthieux (1965) conducted a study to find if there was a 
"relationship between socioeconomic status and physical fitness 
measures." He investigated the relationship between seven aspects 
of physical fitness as measured by the American Association for 
Health, Physical Education and Recreation Youth Fitness Test and 
socioeconorllic status. The results did not indicate that one 
socioeconomic status group was significantly more physically fit 
than any other group in all components of fitness. The findings 
-,\ 
indicated, however, that the lower status girls were faster (50 
yard dash), better coordinated (softball throw for distance and 
.. 
accuracy) and had more endurance ( 600 yard run-walk). The uppel~ · 
status girls 1orere stronger in arm and shoulder girdle strength 
· (pull-ups and abdominal and hip flexer muscles, sit-ups) than the 
lower status girls. 
Yotn~ (1970) investigated soc1oeconomic'levels, physical 
fitness, and social adjustment of high school girls. Eleventh grade 
girls from three socioeconomic groups were tested to determine 
.... /""""'\ 
/,''1'' "l i 
J .I I 
'( ,' 
....... __ .~;/' 
• •• whether there were any significant differences between -... ....... ·"' 
· socioeconomic groups with reference to personal-social .. ~ 
adjustment 0 attitude toward physical education, and physical 
fitness .(Young, 1970, P• 599). 
The tests used were the Califomia Test of Personality, the Wear 
Attitude Inventory, the American Association for Health, Physical 
Education and Recreation Youth Fitness Test, and the McCall's Scale 
for socioeconomic.levels. 
There was a significant difference at the .Ol~level 
between the high and low socioeconomic groups with reference 
to personal-social adjustment. The same result occurred 
at the .05 level of reference for personal adjustment and social 
adjustment; In each case, the high socioeconomic group showed 
better adjustment scores than the middle group, and ·tha middle 
. group better than the low group. There was a significant posi ti Ye 
correlation at the .05 level between physical fitness a.nd 
personal adjustment and between physical fitness and personal-
social adjustment within the middleBocioeconomic groups, but 
not within the high or low groups& There was no significant 
correlations between physical fitness and social adjustment 
(Young, 1970, P• 500). 
~~ 
Biographical Information Blanks, consisting of relatively 
specific questions concerning an individual's past history, Kere 
assessed relative to their value in predicting desired performance 
and socioeconomic classifications. Each item depended on the 
parttcular prediction being attempted (Confer, 1960). 
Questionnaires and ratings are commonly employed to secure 
data on traits of personality, although in many instances 
infeX\~nces are also made concerning underlying motive states 
(Confer, 1960, p. .54J). . 
,Mhleti.c .f1pj;_t'Y.f.ttiQllM Inventory 
The Athletic Motivational Inventory (M1I) was a standard 
psychological .paper and pencil test designed to determine personality 
traits of athletes. Ogilvie and Tutko developed the AMI through ten 
yea.~s experience consulting 1n the area of athletics (Tutko, 1972). 
The AMI was derived from the Edwards .Personal Preference Schedule, 
the Illinois Personality and Ability Test, the Minnesota MUltiphasic 
Personal! ty Inventory,. the Jackson Personal! ty Research Form 
(Forms A, AA, B, BB) and the Jackson Differential Personality Test. 
(Tutko, 19?2). The resulting test, the Athietic Motivational Inven-
tory, proved to be an inventory more relevant to athletics since it 
asked questions of the athlete specific to the athletic environment. 
The AMI was a test appropriate for the fully li~~rate person 
between the ages of seventeen and mature adult. age. The instructions 
were simple and clear and printed on the test booklet. The test was 
administered in a classroom situation and care was taken to ensure 
consistent testing environments. Questions were pe:rmitted regarding 
instructions and ftll:·ther e~lanations of the test. 
· Approxi~tely twenty-five items were originally constructed 
for each scale using a multiple choice format with three options for 
each item and through intercorrelation procedures they were reduced 
to fifteen i tams (Tutko, 19.72) ~. 
The scale reliabilities for each trait weres drive .so, 
14 
aggressiv-eness .91, determination .78, guilt proneness .88, leadership 
.89, self-confidence .89, emotional control .92, mental toughness 
.93, coaehability .89, conscientiousness .92, and trust .90. 
The authors stated:·· 
The ma,ior goal of the instrument from the outset is not to 
differentiate, eliminate or discriminate using the test but to 
use .it as a goal whereby the coach and athlete may understand 
each other as well as the team. If.this can even be initiated, 
the mai.n goal, i.e., having each athlete work up to his potential, 
may be realized (Tutko, 1972, P• 2). 
-~ 
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'!'his test was found to be the most practical to administer and 
examine the personal! ty of different socioeconomic groups in the 
.sport environment. 
The AMI has been utilized in two doctorates and three 
· .master's theses, and has compiled more than 15,000 samples, mostly 
men. The AMI was utilized to measure possible future behavior and 
was not used to justify the permanent personality·of.an individual. 
For example, the trait self-confidence as compared to guilt-proneness 
nuotuated with daily successes and failures. (Ogilvie~ 1972). 
Distinct properties of the test should not be categorized to test·the 
valid.ity of the test. Future predictions of behavior didnot require 
the kn01~ledge of one trait, but rather the life situations of the 
individual and the total array of traits. For example, by raising 
the predictive validity of one trait, coachability, tha·scale could 
easily contaminate other traits such as leadership which has an 
)" 
association with several specific behaviors, one being self-
confidenc>': (Ogilvie, 1974). 
__ ,/'<-'-t"'.t . ~ 
,// Study of the possible uses of the ANI suggested by the f . ' ' 
arh·:Jrs were' 
/ 1. A provision of a better understanding of an individual's 
.I / btduwior tendencies. This information can be used to predict 
· behavlors a.nd to eliminate situations that will produce un-
/ desirable behaviors. 
I 2. Coach-player interactions can be b~tter affected by 
/ produc:i.ng situations which will eliminate undesirable consequences. 
I 
I 
I 
! \, 
--~-
3· From the above two statements, it can be asserted that 
pla,yer manipulation may be improved to th~ extent. of maximizing 
training and competitive performance ru1d participation. This 
would lead to a rise in the efficiency of the training system 
or program. 
4. If a relationship between personal! ty and physical 
~ - --
1 
per£ormanee exists, one could differentiate, for selective 
.purposes, between players of equal. skill • 
./ 
5· Repeated testing of players gives an indication of 
·change in athletes. · The .coach can then readJust his player . 
control procedures to the changes (Tutko, 1972, p. 166)~ 
~Ulllma+;i_Qf_ Chanter ~ 
Topics discussed in chapter two we~e the definitions and 
discussion of personal.ity.and athletic ability and socioeconomic 
ctatus and athletic ability. The majority of studies revealed that 
there was a ~elat1onship between socioeconomic status, athletic 
groupings, and personality. The studies completed by Young (1970), 
Confer (1960) and Booth (19.58) suggested a .high consistency for the 
higher socioecollol'llic and high athletic groups in personal and soclal 
adjustment. 
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Chapter 3 
PROCEDURES AND METHODS 
J!ppulatiog 
The population of the study consisted of 184: eleventh and 
twelfth grade girls from the Stockton Unified School District. 
[ampling Technique 
'ro insure a random sampling, the l!ames of all eleventh and 
twelfth grade girls enrolled in physical education.classes at Franklin, 
Edison and Stagg high schools were placed in a container and selected 
at random. The num~r of names drawn exceeded the number necessary 
for the study in order to provide a sufficient number of various· 
subjects for the ca.tegoriest the high socioeconomic status category 
was divided into three athletic groups; the medium socioeconomic 
status group was divided into three athletic groupsr a.nd the low 
socioeconomic status group was divided into three athletic groups. 
The three athletic groups weres 1) nonathletic, if the subject has 
partici-pated orily in high school physical education, 2) average -
athletic achisvement of a moderate success level of extracurricular 
activities·was achieved, and 3) superior- the athlete was nationally 
or regionally ranked (app~ndix 3, P• 41) ( appendix l,, P•. 39) • 
Quest.1.o.m:t¥.r.e.Ji 
A questionnaire was given to the subjects to determine the 
,...-.\ 
(17) 
I I 
'· 
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socioeconomic and athletic competency level. (appendix 1, P• 39).· 
·A questionnaire was also given to t,he·respective teachers to further 
. :substantiate socioeconomic and athletic competency level. (appendix 
2, P• 40) Two questionnaires were developed to provide the researcher 
with basic information conceming the subjects' names, ages; year 
in school, and income levels (appendix 1,-student Questionnaire). 
This insured more consistent and proper categorizing of the students. 
Acco~ing to the questionnaire, low incomes stopped at $4.ooo while 
the middle i.ncome began at $8,000. The middle income stopped at ~ [t.-tAy 
f.} tJ('f."' f..;.; t~ ? 
$16,000 and the high income level started at $12,000 (appendix 1, ~ ,. . ' ~ · • 
p. ·. 39). There wa·s a break of $4,000 to $8,000 between the lotf and 
average income areas. Bettreen the average and high income there was 
a break of $16,000 to $20,000. The break between each socioeconomic 
categor,y insured the elimination of border-line income subjects. 
Tho income groupings were based on the national average income 
provided.by the u.s. Department of Commerce, Bureau of,the Census 
(Lerner, 1970) (Figure 1) and the San Joaquin County average income 
presented by the Sales Management and Marketing Magazine (Albert, 
1971) (Figure ·3). A final check of the average was furnished by the 
Stockton Chamber of Comterce (Figure 2). 
If there were any questions related to categorical grouping, 
the following procedure was utilized. , The student's socioeconomic 
status was analyzed further by an interview and a. subjective evalua-
tion made by the Dean of Women at each school• Finally, if a subject 
was questionnable as to which category she represented, an adminis-
trative record check was undertaken dea.ltng with student's income 
./', 
history. The eases analyzed were basically clear cut. Moreover, 
there were sufficient subjects in each area so that quest1onnable 
students were not required, thus. negating further inquiries into 
·the subject's histories. 
~tatistic~l A~~ysis 
One way analysis of variance, (ANOVA} w~s used to determi~e 
if any significant differences eXisted among three athletic groups 
designated as superior athletes, average athletes and noria.thletes 
for socioeconomic statusa low socioeconomic group, average socio-
economic group and high socioeconomic group (appendix 3, P• 41). 
·ANOVA compared population means by selecting ·independent 
random samples from the population and tested the equality of the 
sample means. (Weber, 1970). The independent variable in these 
19 
groups was the difference in personality traits possibie for the groups, 
and AliOVA determined significant difference among the three groups . 
from different socioeconomic and athletic groups on each trait. 
When a significant F ratio was found through the application of 
ANOVA, a t test was used to determine the specific· between group· 
differences.· · 
Topics discussed in this chapter were the characteristics 
of the population of the study and the selection procedures used. 
The area of development and administration of the questionnaires to 
determine socioeconomic and athletic levels were evaluated. The 
analysis and levels of validity were then presented for the 
Athletic'Notivationa.l Inventory which determined pe+sonaltty traits 
1.n this study. Finally, the basic statistical analyses used in the 
20 
study were reviewedD 
r, 
Chapter 4 
RESULTS, CONCLUSIONS 
Res\llts 
--
When the superior athletes of high; average a.nd low income 
were a.naly~ed, ANOVA found significant differences on the -trait of 
leadership ~ith a F ratio of 4,2727. Post hoc tests revealed that 
the specific location of that difference was between the superior 
athlete of high income and the superior athletfl of average income 
(p.> ,05). \There was a diffe~ence displayed (p.?: .07), which approached 
. \::.~···. 
significance, between the superior athlete of high income and the 
supe1i.or athle·te. of low income, No significance was found between 
the superior athlete o£ average income groups and the superior athlete · 
··. ~\ 
of low income (Table l). / 
I .. ____ ,...._,. 
A comparison of the superior athletes also revealed 
significant differences on the tra1 t of coachabl.li ty with a 
ratio of 3.71135 Post hoc tests showed significance between the 
su.perior athlete of high income and the superior athlete of average 
income (p2:.05) {Table 2}'. 
Further results approached significance ( p :?: • 06) on 
variable coachability between the superior athlete of high income 
and the superior athlete of low income (Table 2); 
When the socioeconomic groups within the no:rmal athlete were 
compared, significant differences were found on the trait of 
22 
self-confidence• (p2::: .05) Post hoc test·s revelaed there was a 
. ... . 
significant difference betwee~ the normal. athlete of high income 
and the normal athlete of average income· (Table 3) ~ 
Table 1 
One Way Analysis of Variance for the AMI Personality 
Trait. of Leadership for Three Groups of Superic;>r 
Athletes of Various Incomes 
G,roup 
one a 
twob 
three0 
total 
Varlable 5 
Mean 
16.o5o 
12.766 
lJ.613 
1:}.400 
. Leadership· 
Std, Dev. Onea 
. ;.694 .ooo 
4.770 .ooo 
4.301 .ooo 
4.672 . N ·• . 20 
THob 
2.909** 
.. ooo 
.ooo 
19 
Threec 
1.8.53** 
.892 
.ooo 
31 
Between DF = 2 Within DF = 67 
N • 70 F = 4•2727* 
*For slgnificance at the ,05 level, the F ratio must be 
equal to or·greater than ;.o. 
**For significance at the ,05 level, the t ratio must be 
equal to or greater than 1.65. 
asuperior athlete high income. 
bsuperior athlete average income. 
csuperior athlete low income. 
~ ·- ....... . 
F.inally, there was a significant difference for the trait 
coaohability. The difference was found between the nonathlete of 
average income and the nonathlete of low income (p~.05) (Table 4) • 
. :. When the total sample of superior, average, and nonathletes 
were co~pared, a significant difference was found for the trait 
leadership. Post hoc tests revealed that the specific difference 
was located between the superior and nonathletes (p~~Ol) (Table 5). 
~~ 23 ) . 
' ·' 
. . 
A significant difference was f()und for the tra1 t guilt-
proneness among the three athl~tic groups (high, normal, non-. •' 
athletic). Post hoc tests re-vealed that the specific difference. 
was located between the superior athle~ic group and the average · 
athletic group (p ~.05) (Table 6). 
Table 2 
One Way Analysis of Variance for the M1I Personality 
Trait of Coachability for Three Groups of Superior 
Athletes of Various Incomes 
Variable 9 Coacha.bili ty 
9mtm H!!,qn Std 2 Dev. One a Twob Threec 
one a 16.450 ;.44·2 . .ooo 2.?23** 1.874** 
twob 13.?58 4.065 .ooo .ooo .Ml 
th1.-eeC 14.290. 4.026 .ooo. .ooo ,ooo 
total 14.240 -4.079 N ... 20 19 31 
Between DF • 2 Within DF ... 67 
N • 70 F .., ).7113* 
· *For significance at the .05 level, the F ratio must be 
equal to or greater than J.O. 
**For significance at the .05 level, the t ratio must be 
equal to or greater than 1.65. 
asuperior athlete high income. 
bsupe:dor athlete average income. 
0Super1or athlete lott income. 
There were no significant differences found among the group 
on any of the other traits. 
~---~~nclusions 
~ W~thin the limitations. of this study and with specific 
'·---
,-
.. · 24') 
\ ........ ,./ 
reference·to personality traits of eleventh and twelfth grade girls 
1n tha:.Stockton High School District as measured by the AMI, the 
following conclusions were made. 
Table 3 
One Way Analysis of Variance-for the AMI Personality 
Trait of Self-confidence for Three Groups 
of Superior Athletes·of Various Incomes 
Variable 6 Self-confidence 
~rol},R ~ Std1 Dev. One a TNob 
one& ll.J08 ).048 .ooo . 2.)90** 
twob B.JJJ 2 .. 944 .ooo .ooo 
three0 10.524 4.542 .ooo .ooo 
. tota.l 9·721 ).811 N• 13 27 
Betueen DF ca 2 Within DF = 58 
N "" 61 F= ).6159* 
Threec 
.60) 
2.042**-
.ooo 
21 
*For significance at the .05 level, the F ratio must be 
equal to or greater than ).16. 
**For significance at the .05 level, the t ratio must be equal 
to or greater than 1.678. 
-
SSuperior athlete high income. 
bsuperior athlete average income. 
cSuperior athlete low income. 
l, The null hypothesis stating that: the-re were no significant 
personality trait;differences among three socioeconomic groupings 
of ·superior athletes was rejected. 
a) the superior female high ~chool athletes of high income 
were significantly more coachable than superior female athletes of 
average incomes. 
b) the superior female athletes of high incomes were more 
coachable than superior female athletes of low incomes. 
c) the superior female athletes of high incomes displayed 
significantly more leadership than the superior female athlete of 
,.-
average income. <-.. 1 
d) the superior female athletes of high income displayed 
more leadership than the superior female athlete of' low income. 
Table 4 
One Way Analysis of Variance for the AMI Personality 
Trait of Coachability for Three Groups of 
Nonathlet~s of Various Incomes 
Variable 9 Coacha.bili ty 
[t_oun Mean Stds Dev. One a Tlfob 
one a: 1'4.25o 4.191 .ooo 2.014** 
twob 11.476 3·567 .ooo .ooo 
threec 14,688 4.426 .ooo .ooo 
total lJ.28J 4.293 N .,. 16 2l 
Three0 
.298 
2.JJl** 
.ooo 
16 
Betueen DF • 2 Within DF • 50 
N• 53 F• J,JJ88* 
*For significance at the .05 level, the F ratio must be 
equal to or greater than 3.19. 
**For significance at the ,05 level, the t ratio must be 
equal to or greater than 1.678. 
aNonathletes high income. 
bNonathletes average income. 
0 Nonathletes low income, 
2. The null hypothesis stating that there were no s:tgnificant 
(' ~ . 
personality trait differences among three socioeconomic groupings 
25 
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! 
of normal athletes was rejected. 
a} the normal female athletes of high income displayed 
significantly more self-confidence than the average female athletes 
of average incomes• 
~;tgU:Q .
on~ 
two 
three0 
total 
/ Table 5 
One Way Analysis of.Variance for the AMI Personality 
Trait of Leadership for Three 
Groups of Athletes 
Variable 5 Leadership 
~ Std. Dev. One a Twob Threec 
-1).400 ·4.6?2 .ooo 2.596** ).l)l~** 
11.689 ).982 .ooo .ooo ·570 
11.226 3·495 .ooo .ooo .ooo 
12.552 4.40) N"" 49 67 68 
Betueen DF = 2 Within.DF = 181 
N .. lt$4 
*For significance at the .01 level, the F ratio must be 
equal to or greater than ).O. 
**For significance at the .. 01 level, the t ratio must be 
equal to or greater than 1.65. 
· a.Supa-rior 
b.t~ormal 
0Nonathlete 
26 
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3· The nuJ.l hypothesis,sta.ting that there were no significant personality 
trait differences among three socioeconomic groupings of nonathletes 
was rejected. 
a) the_nonathletic females with average incomes were signifi-
ca.ntly more coachable than nona.thleUc females of low incomes. 
4. The null hypothesis stating that there were no significant 
(' ~ 
27 
personality trait differences among the superior, normal, and 
nonathletes was rejected. 
a) the superior athletes, regardless of socioeconomic 
grouping, displayed significantly more leadership than the non-
a.thletes, regardless of socioeconomic classi.fication. 
b) the superior athletes, regardless of socioeconomic 
groups 1 were s1gn1f1canUy more gull t-prone tha.n the normal athletic . 
·'· groups, regardless of socioeconomics. 
Table 6 
One Way Analysis of Variance for the AMI Personality 
Trait of Guilt-Proneness for Three 
Groups of Athletes 
Variable 4 Guilt-Proneness 
g_r.QllR Mean Std.! Jl.f!X• One a Twob Three0 
onea 14.041 3.237 .ooo 2.464·** 1.136 
two 12.?58 3·509 .ooo .ooo 1.022 
three 13.41,5 3.764 .ooo .ooo 
total 13.609 3.456 .N a 49 67 
J;3etween DF ... 2 Within DF = 181 
N·• 184 F• 3.1422** 
*For significance at the .0,5 level, the F ratio must be 
equal to or greater than 3~0. 
**For significance at the .0,5 level, the t ratio must be 
·equal to or greater tha.n 1.65. 
asuperior 
bNorma1 
0Iions.thlete 
.ooo 
68 
I 
:--- -
Chapter 5 
. SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, RECOMMENDATION 
The·.population of the study consisted of 184 eleventh and 
. 
twelfth grade superior, normal and nonathletes from the Stockton 
Unified School District. The Athletic Motivational Inventory (AMI) 
was utilized to determine the personality profiles of the various 
athletic groups (superior, normal, and nonathletes). 
. . 
To-categorize the students into socioeconomic and·athletic 
groupings' questionnaires were given to the students and teachers. 
One lfa.y analysis of variance was used to determine if any 
personality difference existed among the superior athletes of high, 
average, and low income, the average athlete of high, average, and low 
income, and the nonathlete of high, average, and low income. 
Specific between group di~ferences were determined by the 
t test if a significant F ratio was found, . 
Young has suggested the possibility -of a correlation between 
personality and the athlete, It was recommended that more studies 
be completed dealing in the area and specifically with the personality 
' · .. 
of the female athletee 
Jl.iscussion 
Based on the results and conclusions of the study, it was 
found that the superior female high school athletes of high income 
..... , c~2P 
I 
I 1-
were morecoachable than the superior female athletes of average 
income. In addition, the superior female ~thletes of high incomes 
.were more coaehable than the superior female athletes of low incomes. 
Finally, the superior female athletes of high incomes displayed 
significantly more leadership than the superior female athlete of 
average or low income. 
The above four conclusions from the study dealing with the 
superior athlete provided basis for the rejection of the first null 
hypothesis of the study; there were no significant personality trait 
differences among three socioeconomic groupings of superior athletes. 
Young (1970) discussed the social and personal adjustment of 
high school girls by socioeconomic level. The author felt other 
studies perta.ining to physical activity and socioeconomics would "be 
of value to physica.J._educators to know whether or not there are 
significant relationships in this area and, further, whether or not 
they are affected by socioeconomic level" (Young, 1970, p. -593). 
The results of this study pertaining to the superior athlete of 
displaying more leadership than the superior athlete of average 
or-low income ·strengthened Young's findings that th~ high soeio-
29 
economic groups displayed better adjustment scores. This is suggested 
since the higher socioeconomic groups scored significantly higher on 
the:· trait leadership, and it ca.n be considered as a. component of 
adjustment. The conclusions also added additional scores artd findings 
to an area. of study that has only minutely been developed; the problem 
of the female athletic personality profile and its relationship to 
socioeconomic groups. 
Based on the results, the average female athletes of l1igh 
I 
,.---
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income displayed more self-confidence than the average·female athletes 
of average income. 
This resulted in th~ rejection of the null hypothesiss 
there were no significant personality trait differences among three 
socioeconomic groupings of average athletes. 
·, 
Kelly (1970) examined the female personality and 1ts·relation-
sh1p to socioeconomic and athletic achievement. She found that high 
school athletes of higher income measured significantly higher in 
personality than athletes of lower income or·ponparticipants on 
·self-assurance and poise. 
This relates to the conclusions found that the average 
athlete of high income displayed more self-confidence than the average 
athlete of average income, assUilli.ng poise and self-assurance relate 
to self-confidence. 
Further conclusions fotind the nonathletic females with 
average incomes significantly more coachable than nonathletic females 
of low in<;omes. 
Young (1970) investigated socioeconomic levels, physical 
fitness, ~nd social adjustment of high school girls. She found a 
significant difference between higher and lower socioeconomic groups 
with reference to personal-social adjustment. This relates to the 
conclusions that non-athletes of average income were found to be more 
coachable than the nonathletes of low incomes, assuming thai the trait, 
coaohability, relates to. personal-social adjustment. 
F5.nally, conclusions were constructed that found the superior 
athletes, regat~ess of socioeconomic grouping, displayed more 
leadership than the nonathletes. Also, the superior athletes, 
/ 31~") 
("--- .•.•• <" 
regardless of socioeconomic groups, were more guilt-prone than the 
average athletic groups. These conclusions led. to the rejection of 
tile fourth null hypothesis: there were no significant personality 
trait differences among the superior, average, and nonathletes. 
The results that the superior athletes displayed more 
q'UB.lities:of leadership and guilt-proneness was in accordance with 
Williams• conclusions in his investigation of the personality traits 
of the champion female fencer. Williams' results reveal9Q that the 
top level competitor was significantly more dominating than the low 
level competitor. Assuming that leadership, coachability and 
self-oon£idence are dominating traits, a relationship was found 
between Williams' and the author's conclusions concerning the 
possession by the superior athletes of significantly more dominating 
traits than the average or nonathletes. 
Possibilities exist that there were othercontributing 
factors that the researcher was not able to control, such as racial 
or geographic influences. Groups of female athletes could be 
attracted to or excluded from athletic events because of racial or 
ethnic origin. (Edwards, 1970). Also, certain geographic areas 
plac.e various amounts of emphasis on specific athletic activities and 
could attract or l~ject participants on that basis.(Hart, 1970). 
As a. result, the following recommendations for future 
1~search are suggesteds 
l. Studies be conducted to determine whether significant 
"' 
persoi~ity traits (coachaQ~lity, self-confidence, guilt-prone• 
ness, and leadership) are p~edictors of athletic participation and 
<=---------
' 
' 
success. 
2. Longitudinal studies be conducted· to determine favorable 
effects of prolonged participation in organized athletic activity •. : 
Also, studies could be conducted to determine the ~ffect of partici-
pation in athletics on personality traits among ethnic groups. 
3• Studies be conducted to determine the influence of age, 
educational level, or participation in a particular sport on the 
personal! ty profiles of the athlete .• 
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APPENDIXES 
r, J8 
AflWIDIX ONE 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDENTS 
Naae -------------
39 
Age 
Year 1n School --------
Name of High School ------
All~ Indian ·--
Chicano 
Black 
Oriental __ 
Caucasian _ 
Other 
Filipino 
Name of Your Physical Education Teacher-------------·-
***************HKKKIWK********KMKMMMK*~************•~*************** 
;tncoat 
I. · Is your family's income between: (choose one) 
.. _ .... a) 9-$4,000 
-- .b >' $ts, 000•$16' 000 
Physical Acti.~.i! 
II. Choose onei 
a) Have~ou ever competed on an organized team with a coach, 
on any level? 
Yes · No If "yes", what ·sport(s)? 
b) Have you ever participated on an intramural or inter-
scholastic level with moderate ability? 
Yes No If "yes", what sport( s)? 
c) If you have participated on an intramural or inter-
scholastic level, do you f&el you have a.ehieved a high· 
level of success? 
Yes No 
d) Have you ever participated in a regional or national sport? 
Yes No If "yes", what sport(s)? 
... __.. 
APfENPIX M 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHER 
Teacher's Name-------------------
Naae of Student 
Age of Student 
Year in School· -----------------
Name of School 
40 
*******«-JIIIIIIIIIil*K*****IIIIIIIflltl*****ll*llllllll*********************************· 
Income 
I. Do you feel _"t"-__________ •s family income is in a: 
(Choose one) 
• . 
. ,, I 
~· ... ~) . low income bracket·. ( 0-$4, 000) 
__ b) medium income bracket ($8,000-$16,000) 
__ c) high income braeket ($20,000-above) 
PhYsical AotiyitY 
II. Choose· .one a 
~) Has this student ever competed on an organized team with 
a coach, on any level? 
Yes No If "yes"' what sport(s)? 
b) Has this student ever participated ·on an intramural or 
interscholastic level with moderate ability? 
Yes No If "yean, uha.t sport(s)? 
-
c) If this student has participated on an intramural or 
interscholastic level, do you feel she has achieved a 
high level of success? 
Yes No 
d) Has this student ever participated in a regional or 
national sport? 
Yes No If "yes", what sport(s)? 
s 
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APPENPIX THREE 
CATEGORIES OF STUDY 
1 
1-1 
N • 20 
2-1 
N • 13 
3-1 
N = 16 
Athletic Group~ng· 
2 
1-2 
N • 19 
2-2 
N • 27 
3-2 
N • 21 
Socioeconomic groupingt 
1 DJ high 
2 • average 
3 ., low 
( 
1•3 
N .. 31 
2-3. 
N • 21 
3~3 
N = 16 
7 
Athletic grouping: 
1 ... superior 
41 
2 a normal, average 
3 • nonathletic 
APPENDIX FQUR 
INCOME, EXr,ENDITURES, AND WEALTH 
No. 4:91. MoNEY INCOME-PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILIES AND UNRELATED 
INDIVIDUALS, BY INCOME .LEVEL, BY RACE AND REGION: 1\)68 
[As or Mnrch 1969. Based on Current Population Survey; see text, p. 1. For detlnltlons. see. text, p. 3. For details 
concerning methodology, see source. For composition of regions, see fig. I, p. xllj 
1'AHIUE8 
UNRELATED 
INDIVIDUALS 
mm United States North and South 
All West 
races 
White Negro White Negro White Negro All I White Negro 
races 
-----
-'-- 13,803,~ Number~.---~-----1,000 •• 110,510 45,437 4,646 32,544 2, 330 12, 893 . 2,316 1,677 
Percent •••••••••••• 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 I 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
--·---·-· ------
Under $1,000 •.••.•.•••••• 1.8 1.5 3.9 1.3 1.8 2.2 6.0 14.8 13.8 21.1 
$1,G00-$1,999 ••••••••.••.. 3.4 2.9 9.1 2.2 5.8 4.4 12.5 24.5 23.9 29.7 
$2,00(}-$2,999 •••.••••.•.•• 5.1 4.5 11.0 4.0 9.0 5. 7 12.9 12.8 12.8 12.4 
$31006-$3,999 .••••••••.••. 6.1 5.4 12.3 4.9 9. 5 6.8 15.1 10.9 11.0 10.0 
$4,00(}-$4,999 •••• ·-······· 6.0 5.6 10.6 5.3 8.6 6.4 12.6 8.0 8.1 7.2 
$5,00(}-$5,999.. - - •.••. - •• - 6.9 6.7 8.8 6.2 8.2 7.9 9.4 6. 7 6. 7 6. 7 $6,00(}-$6,999 •••••••••••••• 7.6 7.6 7.6 7.3 8.6 8.3 6.5 ·5.3 5. 5 4.4 
$7,00(}-$1),999 .••• ·•·"···-C 23.4 24.0 17.6 24.1 .21,6 23.7 . 13.5 10.2 10.6 7.3 $10,000 and over ........... 39.7 . 41.9 19.1 44.8 26.8 34.7 11.5· 6. 7 7.5 1.1 
Median Income 1 ••••••••• $8,632 $8,937 $5,360 $9,318 $6,820 $7,963 $4,283 $2,786 $2,952 $1,964 
Percent with income less 
63.2 than $3,000 .•••••.•••••• 10.3 8.9 24.0 7.5 16.6 12.3 31.4 52.1 50.5 
1 For definition of median, see preface. 
• Source: Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Census; Current Population Report8, Series P-60, No. 66, and 
unpublished data. 
·.·"' 
. .. 
No. 487. MONEY INCOME-PERCENT _DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILIES AND UNRELATED 
INDIVIDUALS, BY INcO~!E LEVEL AND RAcE, IN CONSTANT (1968) DoLLARS: 1950 
TO 1968 
[Prior to 1960, excludes Alaska and Hawaii. See headnote, table 486] 
WHITE NEGRO .~ND OTHER RACES 
ITEY AND INCOllE LEVEL l----,,---......,----:----:---l---,--......,.---.,..---,---
1950 11955 1960 1965 I 1968 1 1950 11955 ' 1960 1965 I 1968 I 
Families ••.......•..• too.o too.o too.o ~~~ lilO.o 100.0 ~ 100.0 
Under $3,000............. 23.4 18.4 15.5 12.1 8. 9 55.4 45. 7 40. 5 31.4 22.8 
$3,009-$4,900. ---········· 26.8 19.4 15.5 12. 9 11.0 20.7 26.9 22.1 . 24.7 21.9 
$5,009-$6,099. -· ........... 22.9 23.3 20.6 16.1 14.3 9. 2 15.4 16.1 16. 7 16.5 
$7,000-$9,999 ••••.•••••••• 16.6 23.1 24.5 ?.5.6 24.0 3.7 9.4 12.9 15.3 17.7 
$10,009-$14,999 •••..•..••• } 10 2 ( 11.8 16.8 21.9 26.1 } 21 { 2.3 6.3 9.4 14.7 
$15,000 and over.......... · l 4. 1 7. 2 11. 4 15. 7 · 0. 3 1. 6 2. 6 6. 3 
Medhm Income.......... $·1, 985 $5,991 $6,857 $7,995 $8,936 $2,704 $3,320 $3,794 $4,419 $5,590 
Rntlo, N cgro and other 
to white............... (Xl (X) (X) (X) (X) 0. 54 0, 55 0, 55 0. 55 0. 63 
Unrelated 
lndblduals .••••••.• 
Under $1,500 ••••..••.•••. 
$1,500-$2,999 ...••....•..•. 
$3,00(}-$4,999 ............. . 
~.000-$6,009. ---········· $7,00(}-$11,999 .... ····-····· $10,000 and over ...••••••• 
Medlanlncome ........... . 
too. o too. o too. o too. o too. o too. o too. o too. o too. o , 100. o 
48. 4 -44.0 ~ 32:'6 27. 2 ---.s9.0 57. 2 55. 2 -ru ~ 
19. 0 21. 4 21. 2 23. 5 23. 3 21. 5 24. 4 10. 9 24. 3 22. 9 
21.1 19,6 18.3 16.8 19.1 15.2 14.3 13.8 15.8 17.8 
7. 6 9. 2 13.0 12. 1 12. 2 3. 1 3. 1 8. 2 10.9 10. 7 
2. I 4.1 6. 2 9. 3 10.6 1. 2 0. 7 2. 1 5. 3 7. 1 
1.2 1.6 2.4 5.1 7.5 - 0.1 0.8 1.0 2.0 
$1,613 $1,830 $2, 187 $2,478 $2,952 $1, 190 $1, 264 $1,332 $1,847 $1,999 
Ratio, Negro nnd other 
to white................. <X> (X) (X) (X) (X) o. 74 0.69 o. 61 o. 75 0.68 
- Represents zero. X Not applicable. 1 See footnote 1, table 486. · 
Source of tables 486 nnd 487: Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Census; Current Population Rtporl8, Series 
P-60, and unpublished dntn. 
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--------~~~--------------------------------------------~--~----~-------------------· 
---- -- -- - ----~-fl------·------ -·------- --~ POPULATION [[1] ernCTIVI IU'I'· !lllalft..y_C .... IMIIM CALIF.ORNIA . ESTIMATES,. t 1 - lNG lNCOMl a .... , 1-.1 &11'2.&11: 12131170 " UTIMATU, 1170 (I) 81,000-4,,et; 
(Cl IM~O 1.9~1: 
COUNTIES - Mil. llo- llll u.~ao-9,01111: Telil 
tiTlE$ ...... T.o!J 
" 
Ill old• Not % 10 ato.cco ••d O•• llotoft 
'""' 
(thou-
" 
(t~··- . DoMort. a! 
'" .o.j •J cJo s.~ .. . ,..., U.ILA. •1141) (000) U.I.A. 1!~4 . E (tOOO) 
t>ol'i-'0 .................................. 17.8 .0087 5.2 58,007 
- .... 1"· ... , ....... , .. 51,782 ChiAO .................................. 21.2 .0103 4.9 59,469 .ooa8 12,137 I0.9l12.0I26 Jt 19.7! 31.0 48,829 
~;::;:~;·::::::::~~~~:::::::::::::~I 21.2 _.0103 6.6 64,386 .0095 9,755 16.31 10.2 23.7117.4132 4 60.~80 23.2 .0113 6.6 70,020 
.o1o3 10.609 8.o: 61121.2125.6 39.2 85,371 
£Ontario •.•. ~ ...................... 65.3 .0319 2Q.6 204,60A .0302 9'.932 15 6i 10.3 20.4 17.8 35.8 ll5,944-
OnfOI'io-Upland ••••••••••••••••.. 99.0 .(),183 31. 318.1~0 .0469 10,/9, 1 I . 179.084 
Redlond• ...................... : ..... 37.0 .0180 11.6 130,729 .0193 11,270 17.7111.01 18.0/ 15.9 37.4 7A,617 
· .Riolto ••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••• 29.0 .0141 8.4 100,682 .0148 11,9&<> 7 51 6 oj16.o! 21.5 48.8 52.101 
.A Son B.mordino ••..•..•.••... 1')5.0 .0512 34.8 352.009 .0519 10.115 17.7,12.0 22 21155,32.6 A01,238 
Upklnd ......................... : ••..• 3'3.7 . 0164 10.6 113,516 
. 0167 10.709 16.0! 10 "I i9.5115.9
1 
38.2 63,1A0 
Sen ~;ogo ____ _:_.241 1,370.1 
-6683 440.5 -.1,750,642 .7005 10,785 15.3 11.4j22.5116.3i 34.5 2,508,824 
Chu!o Vit.la ···-····-············· 69.2 • .0338 -23.1 256,199 .0378 11,091 11.91 8.4122.0 17.8139.9 182,584 
El Cajon ............................. 52.9 .Q258 18.0 199,697 .0294 11,094 11.3 8.1120.5 19_0141.1 166,66f 
Escondido ········.-·-~·-········~ 38.0 .0185 13.6 120.651 .0178 8.871 17.6 13.31 ~4.5; 18.1126.5 149,342 
La Me$;0 •••••.•••••••••••• - ••••••••• 39.5 .0193 13.9 178,016 .0262 12,807 9.6,7.3117.3116.4 49.3 151,647 
Notfo:"ll)l Ctty •.•••••.••••.•••.•. ~·· 43.6 .0213 11.2 113,884 .0168 10,168 17.6 13.9126.0 16.31·26.3 102.179 
O.Ceons.ib. ··········-•·••••······· . 41.3 .0201 -14.4 123,542 .0182 8,579 17.51 17.1 26.7! 14.9; 23.7 86.593 
A.San D;.go ........ - ........... 699.9 .3 .. 14 234.9 2.507,929 .3698 10,677 16.6l11.412~-6i 15.61 J3.8 1,272,630: 
Vista .................................. 25.2 .0123 8.7- 77,370 .0114 8,893 17.2[15.1 2·-7: 15.5!2-'.5 46--859 
San frc.-~cisco ..:. .. ---~3 724.7 .3535 298.8 3,148,616 .4M2 10,53! 18.1 11.1122.21 IC.Oi 34.1 1,735,236 
JA.Son FronciKo .............. ~ •• 724.7 ._3535 298.5 3. i48,616 .4642 10,537 18.1 11.1/ 22.2! 14.0,34, I -1,735,236 
Son Joaquin -·---...:-••• 26S "292.6 -1427 93.2 967,i31 .1426 10,377 18.3 1!.5i 19.81 14.9; 35.5 534,651 
loch ..................................... 29.1 .0142 10.2 105,715 · .0156 10.364 18.6111.01 16.3; 16.3137.8 71,324 
.oi\.Ste><kton ......................... 108.9 .0531 36.6 373,371 .0551 10,201 20.9112.2. 18.9 .. 13.4J34.6 306.846 
Sen lui:. Obitpo -------·-.. 108.7 .0530 34.9 356,867 .0526 10,226 21.6112.2! 20.0: 13.3:32.9 182,539 
Son luis Obispo ................. 28.9 .0141 9.9 105.859 .0156 10.693 22.1! 9.8! 16.8i 12.3ha.9 82;605 
.2,596,476 I ' I Son Moteo ... -·---.... 243 561.1 .2737 187.3 .3828 13,863 12.5 5.9,12.9! 13.9 S4.8 1,090,119 
e~lmonl .............................. 24.2 .0118 8.0 118,724 .0175 14.841 8.61 3.7 9.4- 12.4 65.9 27,877 
' I Burfingome ......................... 27.3 -0133 11.4 1-42,127 
.0210 12.A67 20.7\ 8.1113.6111.0146.6 89",724 
Doly Cay ........................ : ... 68.2" .0333 21.9 283,179 .0418 12,931 10_,1 4.6!12.5 15.7 56.8 143,769 
Me!"lo Perk: .......... - ........... 26.5 .0129 9.8 137,857 .0203 14.067 11i.oj 8.si 16.8 11.1 44.6 62.322 
Millbr?e ............ : ................. 21.1 .0103 6.9 114.549 .016916.601 8.113.2j 8-3ilo.o\70.5 48.297 
Pocif;ca .................... : ......... 36.9 .0180 10.1 117,590 I I 34,026 .0173 11,643 8.21 3-6112.2, 22.0; 54.0 
•Redwood City .................. 56.1 .0274 20.8 240,448 .0355 11,560 15.31 6.9! 14.9i -14.0149.0 151,905 
Son Bruno ............. ·-·····•·•·· 36.6- .0179 11.4 145.453 .0214 12,759 9.2, 5.0111.8 15.0 59.0 59,028 
Son Cor~os ....................... : .. 26.0 .0127 9.1 137,906 -.0203 ,-5.155 io.s 4.aj-,o.5; ll.lt63.1 52.582 
'\ 
\. 
-·-· --- -·-· -- -·--
II!TAILIAUI- l~l 
" 
llo...t 
a! fH • MdN.-
U.I.A. ($000) l&OODl 
.0143 10,.(54 4,784_ 
.0135 17,670 3,361 
.0167 18,809 5,960 
.0237 11,871 - 27.485 
.0321 23,618 18,726 
,(),196 . -45,456 20.353 
.0207 22,37$ 6,394 
.014-4 23,713 2,160 
.1112 67,474 125.336 
.0175 21,838 1,627 
.6951 577,123 473.730 
.0506 37,888 _64,646_ 
.0462 37,644 ,4,231 
.0411 32.457 32,13-4 
.0420 43,123 35,904 
.0283 20;965 13,681 
m.io 13.752 9,181 
.3~:20 252. i~~ :11.~!!~ 
.0130 18,175 4,707 
-.4807 342,539 327,291 
.4807 - 342,539 327,291 
.1481 129,463 80,743 
.0198 19,125 9,276 
.0850 62,645 64,306 
.0506 44,853 17.515 
.0129 16,778 12,158 
.3020 276,096 168,803 
.0077 9,815 1,643 
.0249 20,371 -4.780 
.0398 "1,02-4 13,589 
.0173 15,558 2.733 
.0134 16,681 5,876 
.0094 16.809 2,778 
-.0421 35,758 24.488-
.0164 13,164 1,033 
.0146 10,954 2.853 
- . - - . -----------
UTIMAT!I. tiH 
:I 
F..... I l 
-lleura.· -Auto· I 
Appl. I ... t\¥. i=1 ltOOOl ISOIJOi 
2.632 10,550 2A!f; 
8~5 5,026 1.:esi 
1,765 13,223 3.~· 
16.852 4,823 2;J1~ 
3,540 28,811 4,1~1 
4,676 40.948 6._<:-f 
-!.164 18,043 1,8::6: 
815 7,358 1 :NO" 
18.290 64.1~ .. ,.:seT. 
1,136 12.137 2.340i 
I 
123,193 442,161 94,410: 
_7,981 22,881 7,65\1: 
7,764 50,304 6,1121 
7,585 25,452-- 4,~1 
A,807 28,o55 4.3Jb! 
4,210 41,582 3.67~ 
5,031 23,875 
-2.23 : 
7.1.,!.!3 2C6,3S9- ..7.~1 
2,S29 4,600 2.231 
92,906 2!1,170 S4.7S6 
92.906 211,170 S4.7$0 
27,876 91,615 ll,63$ 
2,973 13,237 2.71f 
19,103 59,003 6.932. 
6.579 • 26.67S 9,516 
4,045 17,7.;¢ 4,305 
55,966 201,262 ~.12'! 
1.323 2.4Sv SG6: 
. l.6.oOi 899 3_9,375 
-4,427- -41,327 ~.ul' 
3,214 14,043 :z.m 
2,783 1,539 3.171 
1,064 3,956 ·.stO 
5,990 37,727 5.~ 
3.-420 21.263 2.091 
9,093 9,602 1,981 
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SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY- SELECTED BUSINESS STATISTICS 
May June July 
%Change· 
July 1970' 
General Business Activity 1971 1971 1971 July 1971 
San Joaquin Valley Index ......... ... 125.9 127.3 129.5p + 13.1 
Adjusted for population trend .... ... 120.8 122.0 124.0p + 11.8 til 
Finance > 
i ~ 
e Bank debits index-4 counties ......... .... 152.7 153.9 161.3& + 12.1 f e... Bank debits in thousands of dollars: 
10.0 ! §2 Fresno County .... ........... . . I /06,688 I 830,738 I 865,947 + Kern County ..... . . . . . . . 521,159 583,116 647,917 + 2.0 .g ..... San Joaquin County. ..... .. 450,566 500,761 565,840 + 22.1 Stanislaus County .. ..... . ... $ 320,924 362;667 369,749 + 23.5 H ·-· ~ 
Trade < 
e Department store sales index-3 counties. . . . . .. 123.3 128.3 129.4e&· + 9.8 ~ Department store sales in thousands of dollars: Fresno Coun.ty. . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 
.I 7,612 I 8,026 I 7,524e + 9.7 Kern County . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 4,521 5,045 5,027e + 9.7 ...: San Joaquin County .................. 4.499 4,100 4,848e + 9.7 I ~ Employment and Industry tl.l e Total employment index-6 counties ........... i02.2 101.4 104.2p + 1.9 ~ Fresno County, total employment ............. 176,200 180,000 177,300p - 2.1 s total unemJ?ioyment ........... 14.400 15,900 13,200p + 12.8 n Kern County, total employment. ............ 124,900 132,500 133,800p + 0.8 ~ !--ol total unemployment ........... 8,100 7,700 7,600p + 1.3 :><: Merced County, total employment ........... 33.400 34,900 37,700p + 3.0 tl.l total unemployment .......... · 4;400 4,700 4.400p + 4.8 
San Joaquin County, tota! employment .......... . 115.300 126.400 .11 Fi_400p + 3.1 t:rl H 
-- .. &l :><: _ total unemployment ....... 11,200 11,200 10,400p - 2.8 Stanislaus County, total employment ........... 70,100 70,300 78,200p +· 8.3 H. 
total unemployment ......... 12,300 12,200 9,200p + 8.2 ~ Tulare County. total employment ............ 84.400 87,900 87,400p - 0.2 
to~al unemployment ......... 5,300 5,500 q.600p + 21.7 til 
til 
e Manufacturing man-hours inrlex-4 counties •.... 111.5 110.2 109.9p + 7.7 
Wage and salary workers in manufacturing: til 
Fresno County. . . . . . ............ 17,600 18,000 18,900p + 7.4 )! Kern County .............•........ 7,800 7,900 7,900p - 1.3 
San Joaquin County ................. 17,100 16,700 17,300p + 6.1 ~ Stanislaus County .............. . . .. 12,300 13,000 16.400p + 6.5 til 
Manufacturing workers' earnings and hours: 8 
* 
$ 
* 
H 
· Fresno County. average weekly earnings . . . . . . 136.76 137.71 139.35p + 5.6 n 
average hourly earnings . . . . . . 3.48 $ 3.54 3.61p + 8.1 til 
average hours per week ...... 39.3 38.9 38.6p - 2.3 
Kern County, aVerage weekly earnings ....... 
* 
160.39 
* 
163:61 
* 
168.51p + 10.8 
average hourly earnings ....... 4.04 4.08 4.11p + 7.9 
average hours per week ....... 39.7 40.1 41.0p + 2.8 
San Joaquin County. average weekly earnings .... l 161.17 
* 
168.06 
* 
170.51p + 13.3 
average hourly earnings .... 4.07 4.16 4.21p + 9.1 
average hours per week .. 39.6 40.4 40.5p + 3.8 
Stanislaus County, average weekly earnings ... $ 141.26 
* 
135.77 $ 134.28p + 12.6 
.• " ~~~~~~~ ~~~~~YP~~r~~egi : : : $ . 3.65 3.64 $ 3.60p + 7.1 38.7 37.3 37.3p + 5.1 
e Petroleum production index-San Joaquin Valley .. 87.5 87.6 87.1p . 
-
3.1 
-. Barrels per day . . . . . . · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 364,481 362,956 359,874p - 3.1 
--~---·----
·t: 
--,:· "ii l: :l 
! ! 
